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September 16, 1998

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas

Secretary /

Federal Communications Commission HECE' VED
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222 SEP
Washington, DC 20554 171998

Re: Ex Parte Presentation
CC Docket No. 96-115 - Customer Proprietary Network Information (CPNI)

Dear Ms. Salas:

On Wednesday, September 15, 1998, the Personal Communications Industry Association
(PCIA), represented by Rob Hoggarth and Todd Lantor, the Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association (CTIA), represented by Randall Coleman, and the National Telephone
Cooperative Association (NTCA), represented by Scott Reiter, met with Ari Fitzgerald and
Thomas Power, regarding the above-reference proceeding.

The parties discussed reasons why the Commission should promptly issue a stay of the
Commission’s CPNI “flagging” and “electronic audit” requirements. Industry representatives
noted that other parts of the CPNI Second Report and Order already provide sufficient protection
for consumers by requiring carriers to: (1) get supervisory approval of any proposed outbound
marketing request; (2) file a corporate certification of CPNI compliance; (3) establish an internal
disciplinary process for violation of the CPNI rules; and (4) to establish a CPNI training program
for appropriate personnel. Industry representatives also pointed out that the economic and
administrative costs of complying with the flagging and electronic audit requirements are
substantial, especially in light of the industry’s efforts to rectify the potential Y2K problems.
Association representatives also informed Commission staff that in order to facilitate the
allocation of information technology resources to addressing potential problems caused by the
Year 2000 computer technology conversion, the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC)
recently announced a moratorium on the implementation of new SEC rules that require a major
reprogramming of computer systems by SEC-regulated entities between June 1, 1999 and March
31, 2000. Handouts discussed during yesterday’s meetings are attached hereto.
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Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s Rules, one original and one copy of this

letter are being filed with your office. If you have any questions regarding this filing, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Qj.af

Todd B. Lantor
Manager, Government Relations

Personal Communications Industry Association
(PCIA)

Attachments

cc: Ari Fitzgerald
Thomas Power



Justifying the Need for a Stay of the CPNI Electronic Safeguard Requirements
Ex Parte Presentation - CC Docket No. 96-115

The Requirements:

(1) Flagging - Telecommunications catriers are required to develop and implement
software that indicates within the first few lines of the first screen of a customer’s service
record the CPNI approval status and references the customer’s existing service
subscription.

(2) Electronic audit - Telecommunications carriers must maintain an electronic audit
mcchanism that tracks access to customer accounts, including when a customer’s record

1s opened, by whom, and for what purpose. Carriers must maintain these contact
histories for 2 minimum period of one year.

Both of these requirements hecome enforceable on January 26, 1999

Why the “flagging” and “electronic andit” requirements are unnecessary and
unreasonable:

o) Other parts of the CPNI rules already providc sufficient protection for consumers.
For example, under the CPNI rules:

» Telecommunications carriers must train their personnel as to when they

are authorized 10 use CPNI and implement an express disciplinary
process.

n Sales personnel must obtain supervisory approval of any proposed
‘ outbound marketing request and maintain records of carrier compliance
for a minimum period of one year.

] Telecommunications carriers must also have a corporate officer, as an
agent of the carrier, sign a compliance certificate on an annual basis and
file 1t with the FCC.

o The CPNI requirements will further drain carriers' information technology

resources -- which are largely focused on Y2K compliance issues.

Note: The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) recently announced a
moratorium on the implementation of new SEC rules that require a major
re-programming of computer systems by SEC-regulated entities between June 1,
1999 and March 31, 2000. The moratorium is intended to facilitate and
encourage securities industry participants to allocate significant time and
resources to addressing the potential problems caused by the Year 2000 computer



technology conversion. The Federal Communications Commission should do the
same.

o The above requirements fail any cost/benefit analysis. Implementation cost
estimates range from $60,000 for small carriers to $1 billion for large carriers
(MCI).

The Bottom Line

If the FCC does not issuc a stay of the above requirements promptly, carriers will be
forced 10 spend millions of dollars on requirements that may ultimately be modified or
even eliminated by the FCC.

The FCC needs to promptly make a decision on our request for a stay in order to give
carriers sufficient time to make the necessary upgrades, train personnel, and meet the
compliance date of January 26, 1999.
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Exchange. Inc. ('NYSE"), the PCX. and
the Philadelphia Stock Exchange, Inc.
{"PHLX").

1. Description of the Amendment

The purpose of the amendments is 10
(1) eliminate the requirement that the
CSE must submit propased changes to
its Rule 11.9 or the description of NSTS
processing tw other ITS Parlicipants for
review and comment prior to filing such
changes with the Commission; {2)
recognize the change in corporate name
from the Paciflc Stock Exchange. Inc.
(“PSE") to the Pacific Exchange, Inc.
('PCX"): (3) change the corporate
address of the CSE; and (4) make a
technical correction to Section
8(e)(iv) (D).

The amendment concerning prior
review of CSE rule changes responds 10
the Corrunission’s request in i1s letter to
all Participants, dated May 27, 1957.2

To amend the second paragraph of
Sectivn 8(e)(1ii) to read. in full, as
follows: 8, Participants’ linplementation
Obhligations. (¢) CSE Implementadon
Obligations (ii)) NSTS Rule Changes.

The CSE shall not alter (A) the
ohligations of a Designated Dcaler set
vut in CSE Rule 1 (.9 50 as ta remove the
obligation of Designated Dealers to make
rontinuous, two-sided markets in stocks

d to thern as Designated Dealers
or (B) the definition of "Contriburing
Dealer” in CSERule 11.9spas to
remove the obligations of Contributing
Dealers to provide to all NSTS Users
through Ngl'S. during CSE trading
hourss. regular bids and offers In stocks
in which they are registered as
Coniributing Dealers.

To change all references to “'Pacific
Stock Exchange'’ and "PSE”™ to "Pacific
Exchange” and “'PCX", respectively.
The sections to be amended are:
Preamble. first paragraph: Section 1(33).
{34A). (34B). Section 3. Section 6(a)(11),
Section 7{a) and Section 11(a)(ili)(E~1).

To amend Section 3, in part. as
follows: Cincinnati Stock Exchange, Inc.
("CSE"), registered as a national
securlties exchange under the Act and
having its principal place of business at
One Financial Place, 440 South LaSalle
Street, Suite 2600, Chicago. Illinois
50605.

To cause the second sentence of
subsection (e)(iv) (1)) of Section 8 10
gad. in full, as fullows: The other
*articipants undertake to consider in

rood faith any such proposed
nterpretation with a view towards
naking a determination as anticipated
1y section 1{1B) that “Approved Dealer™

2 See Jeuter from Jonathan G. Kuwz. Secretary.
ommission, 10 ITS Participants, duted May 27,
997.

no longer excludes “*Contributing
Dealers.|’

1. Solicjtation of Comments

ted persons are invited to
itten data, vicws, and

ts concerning the foregoing.
whether the proposed

thereof with the Secretary, Securities '
and Exc an%Cmnmission. 450 Fifth
. Washington, DC 20549,

amendments. all written statements
with t to the proposed plan
amendment that are filed with the
Commission, and all written

proposcd plan amendment berween the
on and any person. other than
those that may be withheld from the

the principal office of the ITS. Alt
submissigns should refer to File No. 4

SECUFI%S AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Releass 33-7568; 34--40377; 36~
26812; 1A~1749; and IC-23416)

Commission Statement of Policy on
Regul Moratorium to Facilitate the
Year 2000 Conversion

AGENCY: SLcurities and Exchange
Commissign.
ACTION: Policy Statement.

SUMMARY: The Securiries and Exchange
Commissign (“SEC™ or “Commission”)
is announding a moratorium on the
implementation nf new Commission
rules rhat require major reprogramming
of computer systems by SEC-regulated
entities between June 1, 1999 and March
31. 2000. The moratorium is intended to
facilitate and encourage securities
industry participants to allocate
significant me and resources 10
addressingthe potential problems

317 CFR znﬁ,so—s(a) {29).

47051
A —
caused by the Year 2000 computer
technology conversion.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Primary Conracts—Sheila Slevin at (202
942-0796), or Sarrita Cypress at (202
942-0735). Division of Market
Regularion. Secondary Contacts for
Specific Pro Areas—Mauri
Oshceroll at (202 842-2840), Division of
Corporation Finance, or Robert E. Plaze
(202 942--07186). Division of Investment
Management.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Background

The "Year 2000 problem" is generally
understood to be a prohlemn caused by
computerized systems that are
programmed to use 3 two-digit rather
than four-digit number to represent the
year. The "'19" that precedes dates in
this century was assumed.
Consequently, systems programmed in
this fashion may mistake the Year 2000
for 1900. or some other incorrect date.
To mirigate potential problems caused
by the Year 2000 computer conversion.
the SEC has worked closely with the
securities industry to encourage
participants to remediate systems that
are not Year 2000 compliant and test
systems that are critical 1o the operation
of the nation’s capital markers as the
millennivm approaches.

I1. Year 2000 Regulatory Moratorium

Because the Commission views the
Year 2000 problem as an extremely
serious issue. it has determined to
declare a moratorium on the
implementation of new Commission
rules requiring major reprogramming.
Under this moratorium, no rnew
Commission rules requiring major
reprugrarnming will be made effective
berwecn June 1. 1939 and March 31,
2000.

Although the Commission will
continue to consider necessary revisians
to its rules, it will refrain from purting
into effect changes 1o its rules havinga
major impact on computer systems
during this critical transition period. Of
course, the Commission reserves the
right to implement new rules. where
such rulemaking is necessary w protect
the public interest in response to
emergency conditlons or special
circumstances thet may arise during the
moratorium. !

The regulatory moratorium is limited
to Comrnission rulemaking and shall not
apply to rule changes by self-regulatory
organizations. such as the National
Association of Securities Dealers. Inc.

' This maratorium will not apply ta rules
designed to implement changes 1o the EDGAR
system.



The Requirements Will Hanm Small ILECS
. NTCA conducted survey in April 1998 (Charts attached)

. 60% of SO0 members responded

Flagging

. More than 25% maintain customer records manually

. Less than 10% have ability to add 2 field to indicate CPNI approval swatus
. 90% will need significant upgrades to systems or software

. Cost of upgrades are estimated to be $40-60k per company

Auditing and tracking
. Only 6% have electronic audit capability

. No one has capability to track access to customer accounts, including when a customer
record is opened, by whom and for what purpose

. Cost to implemnent tracking is estimated between $60-70K per company

. Total auditing and tracking costs estimated at $300 per line for a 300-line company
Rules are overkill

. Telcos have no incentive to violate consumer privacy

. Less burdensome measures can be used and developed by teicos themselves
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BELLSOUTH

Bpn Q. Almond Suile 800

Vice President- 1133-21st Street N.W.

Federal Regulatory Waghington, D.C. 20036-3351
202 463.4112

Fax 202 463-4103
RE Internel. aimond. ben@bsc.bls. com
Juty 21, 1998

JUuL
Ms. Magalie Roman Salas oy 21 1999
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission R i

1919 M Street, NW, Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Teclecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer Proprietary Network
Information and other Customer Information, CC Docket 96-115
Ex Parte

Dear Ms. Salas:

This is to notify you that on July 21, 1998, A. Kirven Gilbert, Linda Lancaster and Ben Almond,
all of BellSouth Corporation met with Tom Power, Legal Advisor to Chairman William F.
Kennard and in a separate meeting with Carol Mattey, Brent Olson, Tonya Rutherford, Kristen
Murray, Lisa Choi of the Common Carrier Bureau and Nancy Boocker and Jonathan Radin of the
Wireless Telecomznunications Bureau conceming the referenced subject. The focus of the
discussion centered on the electronic audit requirement as a costly and burdensome requircment

for BellSouth and the Industry to implement by the effective date of January 26. 1999. The
attached documents were used for discussion purposes.

Please associate this notification and the accompanying docurnent with the referenced docket
proceeding.

If there are any questions concerning this matter, please contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Ben G. Almond

Vice President-Federal Regulatory

Attachments

ce: Tom Power
Carol Mattey
Brent Olson
Tonya Rutherford
Kristen Murray
Lisa Choi
Nancy Boocker

Jonathan Radin



July 20, 1998

The Honorable William E. Kennard
Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 814
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Michael K. Powell
Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 844
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Gloria Tristani
Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 826
Washington, DC 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 96-115 - Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Custom

The Honorable Susan Ness
Comunissioner

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 832
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Harold Furchtgott-Roth
Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W,, Room 802

Washington, DC 20554
o m
- 8
riS
g g.
s S
- R =
o

Proprietary Network Information (CPNI); £x Parte

Dear FCC Chairman and Commissioners:

We are writing to you jointly to emphasize our common concemn with the mechanized

safeguard requircments adopted in the Seconsd Report and Order in the above-referenced
proceeding and to urge prompt interim relief fom those requirements. Specifically, we are
asking the Commission. on its own motion, 1o stay those requirements pending the

Commission’s review of them on reconsideration.

Implementarion of the Telecommunications Act of 1996: Telecommunications Carriers’
Use of Customer Proprietary Network Information and Other Customer Infarmation;
Implementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271 and 272 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, CC Docket Nos. 96-115, 96-149, Second Report and

Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 93-27 (rel. Feb. 26, 1998) (“Second

Report and Order* or "Order”).



In the Second Report and Order, the Commission adopted rules pursuant to Section 222
of the Act to govem all cagriers’ use of customer proprietary network information (CPNI). The
Commission also adopted a pmoply of safeguards to foster carrier compliance with those rules,

including truining mandates, supervisory review processes, and officer-level compliance
certification requirements.

The Commission imposed two tystems-based mechanized safeguards. First, all
telecommunications casriers are required to develop and implement software systems that “flag”
customer records to indicate whether the customer has approved of the marketing use of his or
her CPN1. This “flag” must be conspicuously displayed within the first few lines of the first
computer screen of a customer's record. Second, all cagriers are obligated to develop and
implement an “clectronic audit” mechanism that tracks access to customer accounts and that is
capable of recording whenever records are opened, by whom, and for what purpose. Carriers are

fusther required to retain all of this trecking data for s full year. Both of these requirements will
become cuforceable on January 26, 1999.

Numetous carriers, large and small, from across all industry segments, including
individual members of the undersigned associations and many of the assaciations themselves, as
wall as IXCs, have filed petitions for reconsideration or other relief from these electronic
sefeguard requirements. The reasons prescated in support of recoasideration can be boiled down
to their essentisls. First, the underlying NPRM provided inadequate notice of the possibility of
such requitements; as a corollary, the record is insufficient to sustain the requirement. Second,
mcmms%mﬂymmﬂthemmdmplmnuofmlmuhc

ts.? Carriers’ estimates of implementation costs have ranged from hundreds of
millions of dollars for larger carriers (AT&T, MCI) to proportionstely burdensome tens of
thousands of dollars for smaller cacriers (NTCA). Several parties have also expressed grave
concerns over the drain such [T-intensive projects could impose on Y2K and other mandated
efforts. Third, the Grder overestimates the benefits to be derived from the requirements adopted.
In purticular, contrary to the Commission’s stated expectations, the electronic audit requirement
has been shown not to be a relisble means of determining whetbher CPNI has been used properly.
In short, the various petitions and supporting comments compellingly demonatrate that the

electronic safeguard roquirements of the Second Report and Order do not survive a cost/benefit
apalysis and should be eliminated.

2

In faet, in addressing the costs and complexities of implementing the requirements,
the Comumission merely states in the Order “.. that these requirements ate not unduly burdensome.
All casriers must expend some resources o protect cenain information of their customers.” See
Order at §194. Morsover, the Commission had a statutory duty pursuamt to the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, ss ameaded, to not only rely on the alleged capabilities of large carriers, but to also
analyze the economic impact of these provisions on all small entities, to provide small entities with
sufficient notice and oppormunity to comment on the costs, recordkseping, and reporting
requirements, and 1o detail the burdens that the mechanized safegusrds will impose. The

Commission did not fulfill these requirements. See Office of Advocacy, U.S. Small Business
Administration, Ex Parte Comments. at 3 (July 15, 1998).



Yet, our present purpose is not to pursue that result on its merits. Instead, our instant
objective is to bring 10 the Commission’s attention, and to seek prompt relief from, the
immediate burdens imposed by these requirements.

In order to be compliant by the January 26, 1999 deadline, carriers must begin expending
monetary and other resources now. As indicated abave, the necessary monetary commitments
sre substantial, and the availahility of IT expertise is constrained by other projects of at least
equal importance. Yet, if the Commission ultimately eliminates these requirements, as the
record on reconsideration clearly shows the Commission should, the commitment of resources to
these requirements will be rendered unnecessary. We therefore implore the Commission to stay
its electronic safeguard requirements pending recoasideration in order to avoid such likely

SCODOMmic waste.

Grant of an interim stay will not harm any party. But for one lone carrier who dissented
only with respeet to the flagging requirement, the respective petitions gamered no opposition in
subsequent pleading cycles. And, even that carrier would not be harmed by the requested stay
insofar as that carries, too, would be relisved of the requirements’ burdens. Further, consumers’
interests would continus t0 be protected through the substantive CPNI rules adopted in the Order
and the existing notification, training, supsrvisory review, and compliance cestification
requirements. Conversely, castiers who expend significamt resources 10 implement requirements
that are not likely to produce the intended benefits and for which a real possibility of elimination
or modification exists will have no means to recover thess expenditures and will be harmed
irreparably. The public interest demands avoidansce of such unnecessary economic waste.?

For these reasons, we collectively and respectfully ask the Commission to move swiftly
to issue an interim stay of the elactronic safeguard requirements of the Second Report and Ovrder,
pending further consideration of those requirsments on their merits.

Sincerely,

-, - /7
~ ‘ R AR
fcs 4 Tal fHP

Roy M. Nexl
President & CEO
Personal Communications [ndustry Associstion ~ United States Telephone Association
(PCIA) (USTA)

3 Even if the Commission ultimately does not modify or eliminate its requirements on

reconsiderstion, a stay is approprisse now 1o avoid the possibility of substantial economic waste.
Rules and Policies Regarding Calling Number Idewsification Services — Caller ID, 10 FCC Red
13819 (1995).
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President & CEO
Cellular Telocommunications Industry Association Competitive Telecommunications Associstion
(CTIA) {CompTel)
M
Jém N. Rose S. O'Neill
w Genoral Counael

Organization for the Protection and Advancement  National Rural Telecommunications Association
of Small Telephone Companies (OPASTCO) (NKTA)

. 'LQQ;\ i %

Executive Director Executive Director
Small Busioess in Telecommunications Independent Telsphone &Telecommunicstions
Allisnce (ITTA)
A : q
s Dt S L Movia @cn—“hr
Jensiifer Durk-Jarrcll S L. Marie Guillory
Executive Director Regulatory Counsel
America's Carriers Telocommunications National Telephone Cooperative Associstion
Associstion (ACTA) (NTCA)
ce: An Fitgeald, Legal Advisor, Office of the Chairman

Karen Gulick, Legal Advisor, Office of Commissioner Tristani
. Dan Phytiwon, Chief, Wircless Telosommunications Buresu
. Kathryn C. Brown, Chief, Common Casrier Buresu



Mr. Thomas Powsr, Legal Advisor, Office of the Chairman

Mr. James Casserly, Senior Legal Advisor, Office of Commissioner Ness
M. Kevin Martin, Legal Advisor, Office of Commissioner Furchtgott-Roth
M. Kyle Dixon, Legal Advisor, Office of Commissioner Powell

Mr. Paul Gallant, Legal Advisor, Office of Commissioner Tristani



BELLSOUTH

Ex Parte Presentation
CC Docket No. 96-115

Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer
Proprietary Network Information (CPNI)

BeliSouth, fuly 21, 1998



THE NEED FOR A STAY OF THE ELECTRONIC AUDIT REQUIREMENT

The Requirement.

— Carriers must maintain an electronic audit mechanism that tracks access to custamer accounts,
including when a customer's record is opened, by whom, and for what purpose; record is to be
retained for one year. (Order § 199; Rule § 64.2009(c).

~ Requirement to be enforced 1/26/99 (Qrder § 202).
Expectation Reflectsd in Order:
~ “Such access documentation will not be overly burdensome” (QOrder §] 199).
Reality Reflected in Numerous Reconsideration Petitions and Supporting Pleadings:

~ Requirement is extremely burdensome, imposes potentially hundreds of $millians cost on industry,
competes with Y2K implementation for human expertise/resources, and produces no conmnenswate

benefits.
Nead/interim Solution:
~  Stay of requirement pending reconsideration.

— Stay is needed now to avoid likely economic waste.

BeliSouth, July 21, 1998
i



THE STAY STANDARD

»  Instant Circumstances Satisfy 4-Prong Stay Standard (Virginia Petroleum Jobbers)

1. Likely to prevail on the merits
» Requirementis at odds with Commission’s intent not to impose burdensome requiremeni
« Requirement does not survive costbenefit analysis
« Substantial and widespread concurrence across industry and no oppasition

2. lrreparable harm

- implementation cost estimates range from $80-70K for small carriers to hundreds of $millions
for larger carners

MCH: up to $1 billion per year,

- BellSouth: at least $75 million over 5 years;
~ NTCA: $64-100 per line;

- ATAT: $125 million+ even for requirement
limited to certain systems

Exampies:

» Needless expendilures on systems slated for retirement/replacement shorlly after
effective date

T - a2l 1998

I



THE STAY STANDARD (cont.)

« Drain on Y2K and other IT-intensive prajects

« Current expenditures of monetary and human resources will be forever lost if requiremedl is
ifted (or modified) on reconsideration

i No interested party harmed if stay is granted
« Substantive CPNI requirements remain in effect, protecting customer rights

- Multiple parties from all industry segments have requested relief, none has
oppased it
- Compliance assured through training, certification, supervisory review
4. Public interest favors a stay

« Public interest dislavors economic waste

» Stay will not affect customers' substantive CPNI rights

BetliSouth, July 21, 1998



PROCEDURAL AND TIMING ISSUES

« Commission Can Issue Stay on ks Own Motion
~ Record is adequately developed
— Precedent - Caller 1D

*  Stay is Needed Promptiy

—~ By 8/15/98 to avoid/minimize unnecessary financial outiays and commitments (e.g., contracts with
third party software vendors)

BellSouth, July 21, 1998




MR AR S A
Carriors ) PFRs Estimated § Impact
ALCTEL »  Effective date of Order should be
stayed pending reconsideration
» Safeguards are overly burdensome
...use restrictions could take 9-18
months to implement for largest
carriers (p8)
Ameritech o ...Commission should eliminate its
electronic audit requirement... (p11)
o [f Ameritech were required to “track”
each pre-processing step, this would
generate over a trillion records alone
{10
AT&T should be eliminated (p8) AT&T estimates that
unjustifiable requirement creating such an electronic
electronic audit cannot be justified | audit system would
under a cost beneflt analysis because | require one time out-lays
the costs far outweigh any exceeding 270 million,
conceivable consumer privacy or and ongoing charges
compliance benefit (p11) would exceed that amount
» ...development could be expected to | annually. (pil)
take 2-4 years (p13)
...expenditures in the
hundreds of millions of
dollars for the clectronic
audit trail requirement
would be
counterproductive in that
the resulting systems
would not serve to
increase carrier
compliance with CPN1
requirements, yet at the
same time, they would
divert substantiaj
resources and decrease
operating efficiency, all to
the detriment of the
carrier's customers. (p12)
Bell Atlantic o Commission should eliminate Section
64.2009(a) and (c) of the Rules,
which specify systems requirements.
(p22)




A e ——————
Carriers PFRs Estimated S Impact

BellSouth Access documentation/audit trail ...preliminary estimates are
“safeguard” imposed by the that five-year
Commission implementation costs will

= is not required by the Act casily exceed $735 million for
= is costly and burdensome BellSouth alone. This figure
= does not serve the public approaches the $100 million
interest the Commission could not
= should be climinated (p18) find justifiable for an access
Elimination of the access restriction requirement and is
documentation requirement will not more than 100 times the
leave customers records open to $700,000 that the
uncontroiled abuse. As the Commission seems to have
Commission noted in the Order, use found more palatable for a
restrictions ... can and will be use restriction requirement.
effective when coupled with personnel
training. (p23)

CompTel Commission should reconsider its
computer system upgrades rules ...
develop a record on the costs and
benefits of requiring carriers to rewrite
their computer systems to track
information related to CPNI. (Section
V)

Frontier ...requirement that it aiso monitor the | ... believes that this effont
purpose for which CPNI is accessed, | would take several months
however, is likely unnecessarily and cost a substantial amount
burdensome. (p4) of money. (p4)

This rule would be expensive and
burdensome to implement, and in an
environment of rapid change, it may
prove to be transitional at best. No
business can justify the expenditure
independently. (p4)
By eliminating this one requirement,
the Commission will not lose the
ability to audit carrier compliance with
section 222 or otherwise ensure that
carriers comply with regulations.
Comparing the time and expense that
would be required to comply with this
requirement with the relatively minor
benefits that its retention would
engender, the Commission should
— rescind it. .




Carriers

PFRs

Estimated $ Impact

GTE

Rule 64.2009(c) requires that carriers
must maintain an electronic audit
mechanism in its belief that “[sjuch
access documentation will not be
overly burdensome because many
carriers maintain such capabilities to
track employee use of company
resources for a variety of business
purposes unrejated to CPNI
compliance. If applied to all systems.
such an undertaking would impose a
data processing burden on carriers that
could rival Y2K requirements. (p41-
42)

take years to implement
divert resources from other more vital
projects such as Y2K

Independent overly burdensome, impractical and $150K to 200K

Alliance costly
impacts Y2K

LCI Carriers should be given at least 18 ..LCl is still in process of
months to implement any systems developing specifications ...
maodifications necessary to comply it is apparent that the cost
with the new rules. (p6) will reach into the many
...gather specific evidence of the costs | millions of dollars (p-4)
and benefits before imposing detailed

| compliance obligations. (p6)

MCl Excessively burdensome and ...billions of records would

unnecessary (p34) need to be recorded every

day to maintain a complete
audit trail. Given the current
cost of mainframe data
storage and associated
overhead, as much as $4
million of additional storage
would be required to
maintain one day’s worth of
auditing information, or
over | billion per year (p37-

38)

NEE



Carriers

W

PFRs

" Estimated $ Impact

National Telephone
Coaperative
Association

Commission should forbear from
applying the complex auditing and
tracking procedures...(p7)

NCTA’s members estimated
they would be required to
spend between $60.000.00
to $70,000.00 for the
capability. For companies
with just 600 access lines.
this translates to more than
$100.00 per line. (p9)

OmniPoint
Communications

Electronic audit rules would take
effect in early 1999, when carriers’
information systems departments will
be under enormous pressure to
complete Year 2000 updates. (pl5)

Personal
Communications
Industry Association
(6/29/98 Pet. for
Forbearance)

Electronic audit trail requirement
requires carriers to re-write their
customer support software and
maintain a huge volume of electronic
data for which there is no business
purpose; problem is multiplied over
thousands of carriers. (pages 19-20)

Sprint

365K Person Hours (p4)

127 employees full-time for | year
...the Commission does not cite to
any record evidence demonstrating
that “unauthorized casual perusal of
customer accounts” is a significant

probiem. (p4)
8 to 24 months (p3)

$19.6 million (p4)

DS

At the very least, the Commission
should change its “verdict first” and
“trial later” approach. (p3)

The audit tracking and reporting
function could not be achieved by
any upgrade TDS Telecom could
discover, so that its systems would
have to be completely overhauled or

replaced...!gli&)

...atacost of tens of
millions of dollars. (p13)




